
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

OA 1969/2001

New Delhi this the 6th day of September, 2002

Hon^ble Smt.Lakshml Swaialaathaa, Vice Chairman (J)
Hon bie Shrl S.A.T.Hizvl, Member (A)

1. Ms.Kavita,
D/0 Sh.Ram Kumar
R/0 B-6/16, Deen Dayal
Upadhyay Hospital Complex,
Hari Nagar, New Delhi-64

2. Sh.Ashish Mehendiratta
S/0 Sh.Raj Kumar Mehendiratta
P/0 C—42, Hari Nagar, New Delhi.

3. Shri Dharam Vir,
S/0 Sh.Sri Chand,
R/O-WZ-726, Palarn Village,
New Delhi.

4 . Smt.Sun i ta Dev i,
w/ 0 Sh.Rama Nand R/0
RZ-CA, Dashratpuri, Paiam Road,
New Delhi.

5. Shri Sanjay
S/0 Shri Itwari, R/0 WZ-95
Village Bhudeia, PO Bhudela,
New Delhi.

6. Shri Shiv Kishore
S/0 Shri Chatar Singh
R/0 H.No.E 591-592,
Company No.2, Nangloi,DeIhi.

(By Advocate Shri C.L.Dhawan )

VERSUS

1. Govt.of NCt of Delhi through
its Chief Secretary, Old Sectt.,
Delhi.

2. Medical Superintendent, Deen Dayal
Upadhyay Hospital, Govt.of NCT of
Delhi, Hari Nagar, New Delhi.

3. Administrative Officer,
Deen Dayal Upadhivay Hospital,
Govt.of NCT of Delhi, Hari Nagar,
New Delhi.

4. Secretary (Medical ),
Govt.of NCT of Delhi, Old Sectt.,
Delhi.

Appi icants

(By advocate Ms.Renu Georgt respondents
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ORDER (ORAL)

(Hon'ble Shri S.A.T.Eizvi, Meiaiber (A)

Applicants, six in number, were candidates for tne

posts of Nursing Orderly etc. advertised by the respondents
on 13.3.2000 (Annexure A). They were interviewed and their

names were notified in the list of successful candidates on

2.7.2001. Notwithstanding their success, ofiei.s of

appointment# have not been issued to any of them. Hence the

present OA.

2. Learned counsel appearing on behalf of the

applicants submits that since the applicants have been

selected in accordance with the rules and their names were

published in the list of successful candidates, their

candidature could not have been caiicelled on any gruund.

Learned counsel appearing on behalf of the respondents, on

the other hand, submits that^large scale of bungling tuuk

place during the course of selection which led to the
cancellation of the entire selection process by the

respondents' public notice dated 4.7.2001 ( Page 53 of the

paer book). According to her, the respondents have

right# to cancel the selectioii in such cases.

the learned counsel perused nie3. IJieartJix^

material placed on record, including the report of the

enquiry dated 1.8.2001 enclosed with respondents' letter ofC
same date ( page 55 of the paper book). It appears that the

_ -1 ^

Selection Committee was not properly consLitULea lui

interviewing the candidates are said to have been



T.X 'pe-:;L!LoddB sq oq sqqBiJ 8i.qLSBej.9puL ub psjLnboB eAsq

.-fsqq 'IOOg" L'Z uq pBLj.Lqou qsL[ uQLqosLss -1- peuBeddB

pBLj S9LUBU JLsqq 90ULS qBqq squB9L|.ddB eqq j-o J-L^qeq uo

r?a i rl am in BOJOJ. QU 09S 9.M 'sqdBUSBJBd BULpSOeUd

ain Ml rsanninnam UOLqLSOd 0qq j-O .MS LA UJ '9

'®quBDL|^ddB eqq —o quoddns ul bsbo

ou SL sjeqq 'SLuq io ,'v\9LA ui '90Bi.d usMBq ©ABLj oq punoq

eue.M s5uL[6unq eiBos ©5jb[ eusq.M sesBO [[.b ul sBuLpeeooud

udLqo9i.es [soubo oq uspuo ul sl qL qBqq PL^M .<i.JB9i.o

SBL{ qjnoo xedv ©Ml 'squeuisSpnC qo BueqBO b ul qBqq sqLuiqns

jgqqunq eqs -sssooud uoLqo9i.es eqq [eouBO oq peoLosp

©A.Bq squepuodssj eqq 'suosbbj eseqq [ L® ^oq ■-

•(qooq JsdBd eqq qo -^g eBed ) lOOS'g'BS 9-0 u©qq©L

squepuodsBJ eqq ul peqBOLpuL sb ueqqBUJ eqq ul AqLuoqqnB

queqedLUOO eqq qo [BAOuddB eqq 5uL>{Bq qnoqqLAL lOOZ'Z'S

uo peLqLqou Ai^Buou.M sb.m qsL L qo©i^9S ©qq q©qq sqLUjqns

os{.B squepuodssj eqq qo qj.Bq8q uo BuLjeeddB [esunoo peujBeq

■qjodeu pLBseuoqe eqq ul peqLO ueeq os[e eAsq seLqljb[nBeuul
ueqqo ULBqueo -sBuLpeeooud uoLqoeL©© ©MT- ul peueAOOsLp ueeq
oaiD rveiD SA-Dii sBuLqqno/sBuLaLJMjeAO/sBuLSBje qo sei.du)BX© ww^w Wivw-wj *r ' / ...

[BUBAes 'sepLseg -uoLqoeLes qo sseooud eqq SuLunp psAuesqo

ueeq qou sBq pjBog uoLqoeLes ©qq uo eoBLd puLq pLnoqs

seLqiunoiUJOO .^qi.jolulw eqq qo baLqequeseudeu b qBqq sepLAOJd
qoLq.i^i JB[noj Lo/jepjo BLpui qo°qAOS eqq ' euoujjeqqunq "oqe

suoLuq qo qLBqeq uo pesLOuexe seunsseud sholuba qo SLSBq eqq

uo peqoeLSS ueeq eABq seqepLpuBO qo jequinu b qBqq suseddB
os[B qi 'sqquouj unoq qo poLued b jsao pe.MeLAueq
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I o settled that while eligible persons have a right

to be considered for appointment, there is no vesueg _r iariu

which can be relied on for securing appointments, more so,

in the circumstances 'which have 1-/1 evai isu 1 1 1 lii ib pi bqoiil,

s1tuation.

•i ir\ #-» A
1  i i L.I le ^r\

In the light of the foregoing, "we find no mien u

and for the reasons gi'ven abcve the samis is

accordingly dismissed. No order as to costs,

n  A
O . M I  V I J

Member (A)

(Smt.Lakshmi Swaminathan )
Vice Chairman (J)


